Validation of the Spanish version of Soane's ISA Engagement Scale  by Mañas-Rodríguez, Miguel Ángel et al.
VM
a
b
c
a
A
R
A
A
K
E
I
V
P
U
P
B
P
E
I
V
P
U
D
B
i
t
d
s
1
cJournal of Work and Organizational Psychology 32 (2016) 87–93
www.elsev ier .es / rp to
Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology
alidation  of  the  Spanish  version  of  Soane’s  ISA  Engagement  Scale
iguel  Ángel  Man˜as-Rodrígueza, Luis  Alcaraz-Pardob,∗, Vicente  Pecino-Medinaa, Caroline  Limbertc
University of Almería, Spain
Private practice
Cardiff Metropolitan University, United Kingdom
 r  t i  c  l  e  i  n  f  o
rticle history:
eceived 8 November 2015
ccepted 19 April 2016
vailable online 1 June 2016
eywords:
ngagement
SA
alidation
sychometric properties
WES
erformance
urnout
a  b  s  t  r  a  c  t
The  interest  in the  study  of  engagement  in  the  academic  ﬁeld  can be  seen  through  the increasing  number
of  results  in Google  Scholar  and  in  Scopus,  going  from  barely  20 results  between  2000  and  2005  to more
than  500  in Scopus  and  more  than  1100  in Google  Scholar  between  2011  and 2015.  Soane  et  al.  (2012)
propose  a uniﬁed  theoretical  framework  as  the  basis  of  the psychological  mechanism  of  engagement,
grounded  on the  approach  of Kahn  (1990).  The  aim  of  this  paper  is  to analyze  the  psychometric  properties
of  the  Spanish  version  of  the ISA  engagement  scale  in a sample  of  477  employees  of  the  administration
and services  sector  in a Spanish  public  university.  Keeping  the  original  design  of the  English  version  of  the
scale, the  proposed  factorial  structure  is  validated  with  the  good  ﬁt  of the  data  according  to the revised
goodness  of  ﬁt  indices;  reliability  and  the  results  of the  analysis  of  construct  validity.
©  2016  Colegio  Oﬁcial  de  Psico´logos  de  Madrid.  Published  by Elsevier  Espan˜a,  S.L.U.  This is  an  open
access  article  under  the  CC  BY-NC-ND  license  (http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).
Validación  de  la  versión  espan˜ola  de  la  Escala  de  Engagement  (ISA)
de  Soane  et  al.
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A  través  del  creciente  número  de resultados  en  Google  Académico  y  en Scopus  puede  verse el  interés
en  el estudio  del engagement  [compromiso]  en el  terreno  académico,  pasando  de  apenas  20 resultados
entre  los  an˜os 2000  y  2005,  a  más  de  500  en  Scopus  y  más  de  1100  en  Google  Académico  entre  2011  y
2015.  Soane  et  al.  (2012)  proponen  un marco  teórico  uniﬁcado  como  la base  del  mecanismo  psicológico
de  engagement,  con  raíces  en  la  aproximación  de Kahn  (1990).  El  objetivo  de  este  artículo  es analizar  las
propiedades  psicométricas  de la  versión  espan˜ola  de  la  escala  ISA en  una  muestra  compuesta  por  477
empleados  del  sector  servicios  de  una  universidad  pública  espan˜ola.  Probado  el buen  ajuste  de  los  datosurnout
muestrales  recogidos  según  los  índices  de  ajuste  revisados,  los  índices  de  ﬁabilidad  y  los  resultados  de
los análisis  de  validez  de constructo  efectuados,  se  valida  la  estructura  factorial  propuesta,  manteniendo
el  disen˜o  original  de  la  versión  inglesa  de la escala.
©  2016  Colegio  Oﬁcial  de  Psico´logos  de  Madrid.  Publicado  por  Elsevier  Espan˜a,  S.L.U.  Este  es  un
jo  la  artı´culo  Open  Access  ba
May  5th, 2015 passed like any other day, quiet with no major
ncidents. Newspapers did not announce any national or interna-
ional news of particular relevance. In a headline published in the
igital edition of the provincial newspaper La Voz de Almería that
ame May  5 we can read in a small entry: “we are strong and at the
∗ Corresponding author.
E-mail address: lalcarazpardo@gmail.com (L. Alcaraz-Pardo).
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.rpto.2016.04.002
576-5962/© 2016 Colegio Oﬁcial de Psico´logos de Madrid. Published by Elsevier Espa
reativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/).CC BY-NC-ND  licencia  (http://creativecommons.org/licencias/by-nc-nd/4.
0/).
same time convinced that we will avoid relegation”, words pro-
nounced by a UD Almería footballer, club owned by Alfonso García
Gabarrón. Though certainly he did not make express reference to
the term “engagement”, once translated into Spanish [compromiso,
implicación] it is a good description of the word by its relationship
with commitment or implication. Schaufeli (2013) states that it is
unknown when “engagement” was used for the ﬁrst time referred
to workplace. However, it is attributed to the Gallup Inc. com-
pany in the 90s. This North American organization, based in the
n˜a, S.L.U. This is an open access article under the CC BY-NC-ND license (http://
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s report from Q12 scale Gallup Inc.
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istrict of Columbia and currently chaired by Jim Clifton, made
n 1988 a list of “strong” workplaces with a sample of 100,000
mployees, using the instrument called Q12 (formerly, “Gallup’s
12 employee engagement survey”) (Gallup Inc. (n.d.). This scale,
hich had its initial development by the professor at the Univer-
ity of Nebraska, Donald O. Clifton between the years 1950 and
970 and its ﬁnal draft in 1998, has been reprinted and translated
nto multiple languages, including Arabic, English, Vietnamese, and
panish (see Figure 1). The items that make up this scale may  be
onsulted in the paper by Harter, Schmidt, Agrawal, and Plowman
2013) entitled “The Relationship Between Engagement at Work
nd Organizational Outcomes. Q12 Meta-Analytics”.
The interest in the study of engagement in the academic ﬁeld can
e seen through the increasing number of results in Google Scholar
nd in Scopus, going from barely 20 results between 2000 and 2005
o more than 500 in Scopus and more than 1,100 in Google Scholar
etween 2011 and 2015 (see Figure 2). Among the reasons for its
cademic and professional emergence, Schaufeli (2013) proposes
he psychologizing of organizations, being critical the contribu-
ion of employees to their jobs and organizations. Human capital
s becoming more and more important because of the need to pro-
uce more, to obtain more output with less input; in short, it is
ot surprising that companies and institutions are interested in
ngagement at a time marked by change not only at organizational
evels but also in economic and social ﬁelds.
Although the meaning of this construct may  seem clear, a review
f the literature reveals the vagueness of the concept (Schaufeli,
013). There is no exact deﬁnition of the term. In that sameFigure 2. Number of results from the search for “employee engagement” in Google
Scholar and Scopus.decade of the 1990s in which Gallup Inc. published its study,
Kahn (1990), professor at Boston University, in an article entitled
“Psychological conditions of personal engagement and disengage-
ment at work”, which appeared in the Academy of Management
k and 
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Spanish version of Soane et al.’s ISA Engagement Scale (see Table 1).
This scale is based on the development and application of Soane
et al. (2012), whose measure includes intellectual engagement,
social engagement, and emotional engagement. Each of the above
Table 1
The Spanish Version of ISA Engagement Scale.
Engagement intelectual
1. Me centro mucho en el trabajo [I focus hard on my work]
2. Me concentro en mi  trabajo [I concentrate on my  work]
3. Presto mucha atención al trabajo [I pay a lot of attention to my work]
Engagement social
4. Comparto los mismos valores de trabajo que mis compan˜eros [I share
the  same work values as my  colleagues]
5.  Comparto los mismos objetivos laborales que mis  compan˜eros [I share
the same work goals as my  colleagues]
6. Comparto las mismas actitudes ante el trabajo con mis compan˜eros [I
share the same work attitudes as my colleagues]
Engagement afectivo
7. Me siento válido y provechoso con mi trabajo [I feel positive about my
work]
8.  Me siento lleno de energía y fuerza con mi trabajo [I feel energetic in myM.Á. Man˜as-Rodríguez et al. / Journal of Wor
ournal,  deﬁnes engagement as “the harnessing of organization
embers’ selves to their work roles”, presenting it as a construct
omposed of three facets: physical, cognitive, and emotional, act-
ng simultaneously and creating an “engaged” state. There is empi-
ical evidence supporting this classic conceptualization (e.g., Rich,
epine & Crawford, 2010). “Engaged” employees are psychologi-
ally present, fully “there”, attentive, connected, integrated, and
ocused on their role performances (Rich et al., 2010). Among the
ost current deﬁnitions, the proposal by Shuck and Wollard (2010)
ighlights the organizational level, deﬁning engagement as “an
ndividual employee’s cognitive, emotional, and behavioral state
irected toward desired organizational outcomes”.
Beyond the set of behaviors described above and the different
roposals of deﬁnition, the conceptualization of the engage-
ent construct is not uniform; Shuck (2011) identiﬁes at least
our approaches: Kahn’s (1990) need satisfying approach, burnout-
ntithesis approach as two opposing concepts within a single
ontinuum (Maslach & Leiter, 1997), or as two different con-
epts but negatively related (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Roma,
 Bakker, 2002); satisfaction-engagement approach, wherein the
12 scale of Gallup Inc. is based (Harter, Schmidt, & Keyes, 2002);
nd Sack’s (2006) multidimensional approach to engagement and its
valuation, distinguishing between job engagement (psychological
resence in one’s job) and organizational engagement (psycho-
ogical presence in one’s organization). The vision proposed by
aslach & Leiter (1997) implies that an employee with high levels
f burnout could not present, inevitably, high levels of engagement,
ven though it would be possible in the approach maintained by
chaufeli et al. (2002). The instrument named UWES (Utrecht Work
ngagement Scale), widespread in the academic world and whose
echnical manual is available in Schaufeli and Bakker (2003), is
ased on the latter conceptualization. In our country, the aforemen-
ioned approach by Schaufeli et al. (2002) has been developed under
he broad umbrella of the so-called Positive Psychology, embroiled
n the MacGufﬁn controversy (see, for example, the controversies
f Pérez-Álvarez, 2012; Pérez-Alvarez, 2013; Vázquez, 2013), as its
efended roots and values (happiness) overﬂow the consideration
s a scientiﬁc object, decontextualizing the subjective experience of
he individual and transferring it to the masses. In short, it is empha-
ized the inadmissibility of happiness as a principle of life and
s a scientiﬁc object (Pérez-Alvarez, 2013). The same publication,
merican Psychologist Review,  which gave birth to Positive Psy-
hology in 2010, published an article entitled “Beyond Positive
sychology? Toward a contextual view of psychological processes
nd wellbeing” by McNulty and Fincham (2012) and later another
rticle was published entitled “The complex dynamics of wish-
ul thinking: the critical positivity ratio” by Brown, Sokal, and
riedman (2013). Both articles directly attack the principles and
ssumptions they defend.
The original authors of the ISA Engagement Scale propose
 uniﬁed theoretical framework as the basis of the psychologi-
al mechanism of engagement, with roots in the classical theory
f Kahn and whose development is based on three conditions:
ork-role focus, activation, and positive affect. Soane, Truss, Alfes,
hantz, and Gatenby (2012) describe three dimensions of the con-
truct (intellectual, social, and emotional engagement), which meet
he aforementioned three conditions to get the state “engaged”
lthough with a greater focus on social aspects of engagement than
s acknowledged in either the Gallup Q12 or UWES measures of
mployee engagement. Technical details of the ISA scale can be
ound in the article by Soane et al. (2012), entitled “Development
nd application of a new measure of employee engagement: the
SA Engagement Scale”. Currently, since there is no validation of
he ISA scale except in samples in English language, it has been
roposed this validation which summarizes and gives support
o existing regulations, partly motivated by the arrival in SpainOrganizational Psychology 32 (2016) 87–93 89
of evaluation certiﬁcates of people such as ISO 10667 standard
performed by AENOR about quality in the evaluation process of
people, groups, and organizations approved by the Committee
ISO/TC 230 in December 2010 and published in the Ofﬁcial State
Gazette of Spain (BOE) dated July 10, 2013.
The aim of this article is just to analyze the psychometric proper-
ties of the Spanish version of the ISA Engagement Scale in a sample
of employees from the public administration and services and to
provide the ﬁnal version of the scale validated by the original design
of Soane et al. (2012).
Method
Sample
To perform the validation, we used a sample of 477 emplo-
yees from the administration and services sector in a Spanish pub-
lic university who  were assigned to various types of administrative
services (maintenance and construction, information and main-
tenance of ofﬁcial records, support to management, employment
service, research administration, administrative support to depart-
ments, library, prevention of occupational hazards or economic
management, among other areas and services). Since 51 partic-
ipants did not fully answer the questionnaire or gave the same
response (for example, 1) to all the questions, these subjects were
removed from the analysis, so that the ﬁnal sample consisted of
426 subjects (89.3% of the total).
Of these subjects, men  make up 49.5% and women 50.5% of the
sample (211 and 215, respectively). Regarding age, the most rep-
resentative age range of participants was  between 46 and 55 years
of age (53.1%), followed by the range between 36 and 45 years
old (32.9%). The most representative academic level was university
degree (62.4%), followed by high school or second level of voca-
tional training (25.6%). Most employees had morning shift (88.7%)
and the remaining (11.3%), afternoon shift. With reference to their
legal status, the sample is divided into civil servants (96.7%) and
ordinary employees of the public administration (3.3%).
Instrumentswork]
9.  Estoy entusiasmado con mi trabajo [I am enthusiastic about my work]
Note. All items use a Likert scale with response categories from 1 (strongly disagree)
to  7 (strongly agree).
90 M.Á. Man˜as-Rodríguez et al. / Journal of Work and 
Table  2
Results of Internal Consistency of the UWES-9, UWES-15 and UWES-17 Instruments
(Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).
Dimension UWES-9 UWES-15 UWES-17
Vigor .84 .86 .83
Dedication .89 .92 .92
Absorption .79 .82 .82
Total scale .93 .92 .93
Note. Data were obtained from a sample of 9,679 subjects in the UWES-9 and UWES-
15  scales, and 2,313 subjects in the UWES-17 (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2003).
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nally presented after being corrected.acets represents a dimension of the engagement variable, with
hree items each. Response options were presented in a Likert
cale with 7 categories, ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7
strongly agree), following the original design of the scale and those
ith higher scores indicating a higher level of engagement. The
sychometric characteristics of the original scale and its factor
tructure were reviewed in two studies: in the ﬁrst study the sam-
le consisted of 278 employees of a manufacturing industry and
n the second, a total of 683 employees of a retail distribution
ompany. Its design was carried out applying exploratory factor
nalysis (EFA), principal component analysis (PCA), and orthogonal
arimax rotation (Kaiser, 1974), followed by conﬁrmatory factor
nalysis (CFA). The results of internal consistency of the original
cale, measured through Cronbach’s alpha index, were the follow-
ng: .90 for intellectual engagement, .92 for social engagement, .94
or emotional engagement, and .91 for the overall construct.
Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (UWES) (Schaufeli & Bakker,
003). This instrument, like ISA Engagement Scale, aims to obtain
 measure of engagement. There are several versions of this scale,
hich has been validated and translated from Dutch into several
anguages, including Spanish, English, French, Russian, and Finnish,
mong others. In our sample, the reduced version, UWES-9, was
pplied, translated into Spanish by Schaufeli and Bakker (2003),
ith a total of 9 items, each item requiring a 7 point Likert response
cale, ranging from 0 (never) to 6 (every day). These items measure
he dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption, and form the
ngagement construct. “In my  work I feel full of energy” can be
ound as an example of an item. Schaufeli and Bakker (2003) studied
 sample from 9 different countries and found that both unifacto-
ial structure and a three-factor structure remain unchanged. In its
panish version, the results of internal consistency of the instru-
ent, measured by Cronbach’s alpha index, were the following:
72 for the vigor dimension, .84 for the dedication dimension, .77
or the absorption dimension, and .90 for the overall scale. These
alues, although above the .70 value recommended by Nunnally
nd Bernstein (1994), are lower than those obtained in the UWES-
5 and UWES-17 versions (see Table 2). It should be noted that,
s Schmitt (1996) shows in an exemplary way, the assumption of
onsidering as acceptable a certain level of this index (e.g., .70) is
ot always right.
Performance questionnaire (adapted from Goodman and
vyantek’s scale [Goodman & Svyantek (1999)]). This instrument
ims to measure the dimensions of in-role performance (e.g.,
we reach work objectives”) and extra-role performance (e.g.,
we perform functions that are not required but they improve
he image of the organization”). The dimensions are measured
ith a total of 6 items maintaining a Likert scale of 7 response
ategories, ranging from 0 (strongly disagree) to 6 (strongly agree).
he results of internal consistency obtained in our sample were:
92 for the dimension of in-role performance, .86 for the dimension
f extra-role performance, and .94 for the overall instrument.
Maslach Burnout Inventory (Maslach & Jackson, 1986) (reduced
ersion adapted to Spanish by Man˜as, González-Romá, Peiró, &Organizational Psychology 32 (2016) 87–93
Subirats (1998). This questionnaire consists of 9 items, which
measure the dimensions of emotional exhaustion, reduced per-
sonal accomplishment, and depersonalization which form the
burnout construct. The response format questionnaire is a Likert
scale of 5 categories, ranging from 1, strongly disagree, to 5, strongly
agree. An example of this type of items could be “I feel that I have
become more insensitive and hard with my  colleagues”. The inter-
nal consistency results obtained in our sample were the following:
.82 for the emotional exhaustion dimension, .80 for the dimension
of reduced personal accomplishment, .79 for the depersonalization
dimension, and .84 for the overall scale.
Procedure
The ﬁrst step prior to data collection was  to contact the heads
of the administration and services in this public university, inviting
them to participate in the project. Following the approval and dis-
cussion of objectives and in order to facilitate the management of
the scale to all staff of the different services, the scale was  applied
in an online service based on the open source software Lime Sur-
vey, providing the required instructions beforehand in order to
complete the scale. Participation was  voluntary, and conﬁdentiality
and anonymity in the treatment of the information was guaranteed
with the use of codes.
The Spanish version of ISA scale was  performed following the
methodological guidelines recommended by the International Test
Commission (ITC) and by the European Federation of Psychologists’
Associations (EFPA) (ITC, 2005; Mun˜iz & Bartram, 2007; Van de
Vijver & Hambleton, 1996). In this way, the original instrument was
ﬁrst translated into Spanish by a translator expert on this scientiﬁc
terminology. The translation was  discussed by the members of the
research team taking part in the project. They conducted a pretest
taken by 10 participants to check that there was no difﬁculty in the
exposition of the items and, after making some corrections to this
ﬁrst translation, a reverse translation was performed by another
translator and ﬁnally this last translation was  compared to the ori-
ginal version of the ISA scale. After ﬁnal approval, we proceeded to
its handling according to the procedure referred to in the preceding
paragraph.
Data Analysis
The information was treated by creating a database with IBM
SPSS Statistics, version 22. Subsequently, this base was  exported
to R, version 1.65, for structural equation modeling (Fox, 2006).
The following packages were installed: “Lavaan” 0.5-16 (Rosseel,
2012a), “e1071” package for the study of univariate normal, “MVN”
for mmultivariate normality, “foreign” for the reading of data from
SPSS, and the “q graph” and “semPlot” packages to obtain graphical
models.
The factorial structure of the Spanish version of the scale will be
determined and validated by using R (Rosseel, 2014). After export-
ing the SPSS database to R, the conﬁrmatory model (CFA) of the
engagement variable was calculated according to the criteria set
by Hu and Bentler (1999). An adjustment by the Maximum Like-
lihood Robust method (MLR), which is suitable for this case, was
used (Chou, Bentler, & Satorra, 1991; Jöreskog & Sörbom, 1996).
The reliability of the scale was evaluated using Cronbach’s alpha
(Cronbach, 1951), both for each dimension of the construct and for
the scale as a whole, and the item-total correlations were additio-Finally, a study of convergent and discriminant validity of the
instrument was conducted using a correlational analysis between
the dimensions of the ISA scale and the performance questionnaire,
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Table 3
Model Fit Indexes Compared to the Original Scale.
2 df 2/df TLI CFI RMSEA SRMR
Spanish version 31.99 24 1.33 .99 .99 .028 .026
Original scale 64.00 24 2.67 * .98 .080 .040
Note. df = degrees of freedom; TLI = Tucker-Lewis index; CFI = comparative ﬁt index;
RMSEA = root mean square of approximation; SRMR = standardized root mean
s
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Figure 3. Conﬁrmatory Model (CFA) of Three Factors of Spanish Validation of the
T
C
N
Nquare residual.
* GFI (goodness of ﬁt index) was used in the original scale, obtaining a score of
95.
s well as the Maslach Burnout Inventory, the UWES instrument,
nd a total of seven linear regression analyses.
esults
As Stanley S. Stevens said in his Handbook of Experimental Psy-
hology, whose ﬁrst edition dates back to 1951, “When description
ives way to measurement, calculation replaces debate” (Stevens,
951). None of the items met  normality criteria. Asymmetry
alues were between -1.59 and -0.87 (M = -0.7) and kurtosis
alues between 0.42 and 3.73 (M = 0.30). With reference to the
tem responses, means of each item were between 5.17 and 6.09
M = 5.59, SD = 0.99), being 1 the minimum and 7 the maximum.
Subsequently, the model was adjusted by the Maximun Like-
ihood Robust method (MLR), keeping the original design of the
SA scale on a three-factor model composed of the engagement
onstruct and its three dimensions as latent variables (intellec-
ual engagement, social engagement, and affective engagement).
he chi-square statistic was not signiﬁcant (p-value > .05) and had
 successful adjustment. Additionally, the ratio 2/df = 1.33 was  cal-
ulated, being thus lower than the value of 2 recommended in
lunch (2008). Based on relative ﬁt indices, CFI (Comparative Fit
ndex) = .994 and TLI (Tucker Lewis Index) = .991, we  get a good ﬁt
f the data; both indices can give a result ranging from 0 (poor ﬁt)
o 1 (perfect ﬁt), and those results above .900 are considered good
esults (Hu & Bentler, 1999). Results of absolute ﬁt indices, RMSEA
Root Mean Square Error of Approximation) = .028 (the 90% con-
dence interval is lower than 0 and higher than .045) and SRMR
Standardized Root Mean Residual) = .026 showed a good ﬁt of the
ata. Scores below .08 in both indices show a good-ﬁtting model
Hu & Bentler, 1999). Additionally, scores on the original ISA scales
re compared to those of the Spanish validation of the scale (see
able 3).
The adjusted model can be seen in Figure 3. All items load to their
espective dimensions are between .79 and .93, and the covariances
etween them range from .45 to .64. Standardized values in R were
aken both for latent variables and for observed variables, which is
alled “completely standardized solution” (Rosseel, 2012b).
The results of Cronbach’s alpha index for each dimension and
hose of the scale as a whole were the following: .92 in the
ntellectual engagement dimension, .93 in the social engagement
imension, .91 in the affective emotional engagement, and .91
n the scale as a whole. The corrected item-total correlations are
etween .63 and .78 (see Table 4), showing adequate levels of
omogeneity (Nunnally & Berstein, 1994).
In Table 5 you can see the correlations obtained between
he Spanish validation of the ISA scale and the performance
able 4
orrected Item-total Correlations.
Item 1 Item 2 Item 3 Item 4
Item-total correlations .65 .66 .63 .72 
ote. Corrected item-total correlations of the Spanish validation.
 = 426.ISA  Scale.
Note. EI = intellectual engagement; ES = social engagement; EA = affective engage-
ment.
questionnaire, the Maslach Burnout Inventory and the UWES
instrument, with the aim of testing the convergent and discrim-
inant validity of the scale. At the same time, a total of seven
regression analyses were carried out using the dimensions of the
ISA scale as predictor variables and the Maslach dimension scales,
the performance questionnaire, and the UWES instrument were
used as dependent variables. A high correlation is seen in the UWES
instrument (between r = .47 and r = .88), mainly in the affective
engagement dimension (between r = .77 and r = .88). The highest
correlation is also observed with Maslach Burnout Inventory (neg-
ative in this case) in the same dimension (between r = -.40 and
r = -.58). In the performance questionnaire, the highest correlation
is found in the intellectual engagement dimension (r = .55).
With reference to regression analyses, a high linear relationship
can be seen between the dimensions of the UWES instrument and
the affective engagement dimension of the ISA scale ( = .66,  = .81,
 = .61, in the dimensions of vigor, dedication, and absorption
respectively) with high results of the coefﬁcient of determina-
tion (both adjusted and unadjusted). Regressions are lower in
the dimensions of intellectual and social engagement of the ISA
 Item 5 Item 6 Item 7 Item 8 Item 9
.73 .69 .71 .78 .78
92 M.Á. Man˜as-Rodríguez et al. / Journal of Work and 
Table  5
Results of the Analysis of Correlation and Regression.
EI ES EA R2 R2
UWES Vigor
r .58** .54** .80**
 .14** .09* .66** .66 .66
UWES Dedication
r .58** .54** .88**
 .09** .03 .81** .77 .77
UWES Absorption
r .63** .47** .77**
 .27** -.01 .61** .64 .63
Maslach Depersonalization
r -.22** -.34** -.40**
 .04 -.16** -.33** .18 .17
Maslach Emotional exhaustion
r -.28** -.36** -.47**
 0 -.14* -.39** .23 .22
Maslach Lack of personal realization
r  -.51** -.35** -.58**
 -.27** .02 -.43** .38 .37
Performance
r  .55** .34** .49**
 .39** .03 .25** .34 .34
Note. Bilateral correlations. EI = intellectual engagement; ES = social engagement;
E

s
d
d
t
a

t
h
i
n
e
v
D
m
t
d
a
a
a
m
i
d
a
2
A
s
a
e
T
b
t
oA  = affective engagement.
R2 = adjusted coefﬁcient of determination.
* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.
cale, the relationships found between the vigor and absorption
imensions of the UWES instrument with the social engagement
imension not being signiﬁcant. With reference to Maslach scale,
he highest linear regressions (negative) were found again in the
ffective engagement dimension of the ISA scale ( = -.33,  = -.39,
 = -.43, in the dimensions of depersonalization, emotional exhaus-
ion, and reduced personal accomplishment respectively), with the
ighest coefﬁcient of determination (R2 = .38), which was  obtained
n the last-mentioned dimension. In the performance question-
aire, the highest linear regression was found in the intellectual
ngagement dimension of the ISA scale ( = .39) with a moderate
alue in the coefﬁcient of determination (R2 = .34).
iscussion
Tested the ﬁt of sample data collected under the revised adjust-
ent indices, reliability indices and the results of validity analysis,
he proposed factorial structure is validated keeping the original
esign of Soane et al.’s (2012) English version of the scale.
After more than 25 years since the publication in 1990 of Kahn’s
rticle entitled “Psychological conditions of personal engagement
nd disengagement at work” we have not yet had in the literature
 fully accepted and uniform deﬁnition for the concept of engage-
ent. The rapid proliferation of articles and research on the subject
n academic, professional, and even informative publications, the
ifferent approaches from which can be addressed its study and
nalysis (remember the four mentioned in Shuck’s article (Shuck,
011), entitled Four emerging perspectives of employee engagement:
n integrative literature review), and a long etcetera of factors has
omehow caused the lack of a common basis on its study.
Despite the fact that for years there have been data in the
cademic literature about engagement that demonstrate its inﬂu-
nce on other variables such as individual performance (e.g., Alfes,
russ, Soane, Rees, & Gatenby, 2010), the organizational citizenship
ehavior and task performance (activities that are directly related
o the implementation of core labor tasks) (e.g., Rich et al., 2010),
r to the intention to leave (e.g., Hallberg & Schaufeli, 2006), weOrganizational Psychology 32 (2016) 87–93
have not found the validation of this scale in non-English language
samples in the years following its publication. The importance of
engagement, as shown by Rich et al. (2010), is that it predicts a wide
range of behaviors, and it may  occur that the number of tasks that
an employee considers part of his functions in an organization get
expanded indistinctly, thus explaining, based on the approximation
of Kahn (1990), the link between engagement and performance.
There are indeed adaptations to the Spanish language of the UWES
scale in its three versions (UWES-9, UWES-15, and UWES-17), but
this is based on the approximation of Schaufeli et al. (2002). There
are also adaptations of the scale Q12 Employee Engagement Survey,
owned by Gallup Inc. and based on the satisfaction-engagement
approach.
The limitations of the validation proposed are focused on a
sample which is not representative of the entire population, as
it is centered in the public sector and nearly all of the partici-
pants, 96.7%, have a labor regime of civil servants. It is required
to make generalizations to perform further validation of the scale
in other productive sectors, such as the primary (extraction of
natural resources) and the secondary (industrial processing activi-
ties), as well as in other occupational samples.
In summary, compared to other instruments, given the inclusion
of a social component, the ISA Engagement Scale could be a measure
more useful for organizations that are concerned about the social
aspects of engagement.
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